3.0 Response to Comments

COMMENT SET 15: DAVID K. SANGSTER
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Diavid K. Sangster
7465 Hollister Ave. #434
Goleta, CA 931172537

September 15, 2006 YIA E-MATL

Peter Straft, Project Manager
California State Lands Commission
106 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South
Sacramenta, CA G3825

Subject; Comments-on the: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTALIMPACT REPORT for the
ELLWOOD MARINE TERMINAL LEASE RENEWAL PROJFCT

Dear Mr. Strait: :

tnetially, back in 1995, U was proposed by the aperator fliat they wonid go through their
voluminous archives and find the “3s Butlt” drawings of the barge loading line thiat
crosses the intertidal region. Onee they were directed to inspect the line visually (i
2001) based an 1998 observations of loss of coating und patential domage; they pointed
out that the drawings were no longer needed i they wore to visually inspett the line
aiyway. So, as far as | know, no drawings were ever fiind — 4t least ] have not seen any
drawingsnor have any-been presented 1o the Energy Division or the SSRRC, The
drawings would have dimensions zid locations of e two bends seen in the photos when
theline was exposed i 1996 and 1998 ~ data that could be used for siress analysis, ete -
and a detailed description of the cathodic protection systens.  After a while is wags
propused toreplace the viswal inspectioin with 3 GUL test of the pipeline — PETITIG
digging down toronly o few puints i the lineand fnspeeting the rest retotely, or with
“Guided Ultrasonic™ waves.  The test was performed in 2002 and then again i 2003 -
results were good, except that anly afier the second test and Jocking atthe 1968 photos, i
was determined that the section beyond the bends out towird the ocesn was never
covered by the 1ests ns reported in the first GUL report — thiosz were the sections of the
worst observed damage and setiling ~ the seetidng that were the mdin and only reason for
the initial required visual inspection in 2001, Obviousty those sections are blind Spts
even today and there areno GUL results for the ssction in the sand beyond the first bend
OF ouf o sen;

D&1

? My concemns, or RED FLAGS if | may, reluted fo several issues, none of which have been
futly addressed yetl. They were put in writing at the request of e SSRRC and the
operator in 2001, yet they have not yet been answered. The DEIR only partially mentions
my-concerns, but tarefully avoids getting into too many details, or is some cases, aveids
any details. These include (1) questions as to free span (45 observed in 19985, (2}
excessive settling or “subsiding” whieh was denied by the Energy division in 2001, but
new mentioned inthe DEIR on page 4,13, (3} cathodic protection 1ssues which.are

p dismissed without s detailed descripvion of the sathetic protection system (there are fio

nDs-2
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driwings ar speeifications in a CP report that | huve), (4) the nonexistent stress analysis
of the seetion in the intertidal region, which again, mention is made of the 2007 stress
afalysis, but they aveld mentioning that it stopped at the sand bluff — THE 2003 STRESS
ANALYSIS BID-NOT INCLUDE THE SECTION ON THE BEACH. The fifth, and Jast
RED FLAG, is the photo onthe Internet that shows a black substanics being released in
the sucf wash very close 1o where the buried pipeline erosses the beugh. The photowas
disimissed as evidence of aslow leak for several reasons = including the fact that if there
was - leak it would besisible at all times, or better yet, the operator believed it is only
seaweed.

1) CONCERNS ABOUT EXCESSIVE FREE SPAN AND ASSOCIATED
STRESSES

The frec span observed during the stornis of Febroary 1998 when a lot of sand was
scoured oul by the waves, surf and moving debris {including some very large beams with
won-spikes-and even.a bathtub) was.at first dismissed as being Jess that the “safe™ 90 feer
~ alter.several sterations, the “safe” free span was reduced down lo 30 feet, which was
exceeded in 1998, (Please note that a very similar set of “jterations™ were mude recently
when another 80 foot “sate” free spait length was given for another pipeline — it was
determined that the caleulations did not include the weight of the product!) I still mainitain
that the siresses that ocerred at the time of maxinin fiee span are still there today - the
line wis neyerbrovght back op 1o its pre-stressed position. The GUL tests of thiat section
ol line indicate that the length is close to 100 feet ~ without proper drawings it is hard to
tell if that is correct, but the photo of maximum free span shows most of that “100 foot”
section in frec span. Needless tosay, those stresses would have to be superimposed onto
any:seisie sresses ~agaiy, the 2003 $tress analysis did nobeover either that *100foor”
section, or the section between the two bends that subsided during the stotins of Februaty
1998, Inthe draft EIR 1t 1s mentioned that “to-date the UGS has not zoned offshore
California under the Seismic Hazard Mapping Act™ on page 4.1-10 - that miay be true a5
most structures-are on land and very little of California’s offshore will ever be developed.
S, however, tie section of pipeline of most concern due to the direet observation is
within a few hundred-feet of Tand — it wouold be very wise to use the conditions of the
closest point on land for a seismic analysis ~ and very unwise to forego the analysis just
beenuse a seismic region on the map stops at the shoreling,  Also, any free span andior
seitlifig does put the Hne into tension — acondition that s not good because of possible
stress concentrations at imperfections; thin sections, and BENDS, That is cne reason 1o
carefully monitor any free-spanning (as stated in the CSLC regulations) at all times, The
bends also prevent use of wsmart pig that could be used 1o fnspect the line — just another
way of maintaining a pipeline that is not availablefor this line, A wain, there may be
teehnologies that can-wark through the bends — a suggestion that | have mudein the past
but wagignored - probably because they really don’twant to know the actual candition of
Ut seetion of pipeline, or else they will have to repair it or taavbe teplaceit:

The excessive crosion and scour that resulied in the rapid lowering of the sand profile in

[
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1966 and 1998 was caused both by the large waves and, what s not mentioned in the
dratt, the excessive.amountof debris observed during thess storms. The large debris
DS-4 | plows and lovsens the sand alfowing Tor it o be easily washed out to sea and thus lower
the sand profile and expose the base of the bLiff o the wave driven debsig - sechanically
excavating the blidfe right ar e base — and of course, the rest of the BIulf above will

Come dawi.

Thereis not much that can be done o protect the beach from waves ~ th pipeline could
be protected by proper burial below the winer sand profile = but laree dubris could be
cleaned up before and even during large storms at low tide. An issue not mentioned in

, 4 the drafi - if the pipeline is not buried property, then any way to reduce direci damage
D&Y from large debuis should be considered. Contrary to the operators opinton that (he ling i
exposed almost every winer, it would be mure correct 16 say that excessive-erasion and
scour will expose the pipeling only diring very stormey winters — (e next one could occir
anytime, and if it hdpperis. the same dangerous coudition of an éxposed pipeline in the
surf witha lot of lurge debris will accur. [t would not be wise to-wait uniil after the

Winter siorms.

Theline was onlyseen exposed once'in 1998 and s posttion relative-o the top 6fone of
the rails phatographed. Most if ot all of the subsequant subsiding vecurred only-dueing
the winter storing of Febriary 1995 wherthe erosion and seotn was ixeessive, The line
was re-buried natuwrally iv the sand for two yours between 1996 and 1998 and hias not been
seen sinee,  1n early 2006 vome of the other rails ot 1o sea were exposed, und the line
was ¢lose 1o the surface of the sand, but not-exposed as far as [ now,

1) CONCERNS ABOUT EXCESSIVE SETTLING AND ASSOCIATLED
STRESSES

The excessive settling was brisfly mentioned above. [in 1999 the Santg Barbara Cownty
Energy Division convenientily denied there was any setiling — quating from the letter of
June 23, 1999 {to Jiny Nuris from Jay Shethd:

*H thie 36  sagaiy had occurred, the steel should be beyond its-elastic range, 1.+, in the
plastic range (a failed stated”

They would hardly acknowledge the pholos, nor would they discuss the very visible rails
in the sand-that marked the sending. & siniple hand tookexcavatioe close 1o the rasls
would bave given an acoudate measwe of the seling as well as an opportunity w visvally
inspect thal szetion of the pipeline hat also had some damage 1o the thick white plastic
coating ~ which again, was conveniently dismissed by the apesator g possibly a plastic
bottle. Fwould expect that the tension resulting from the settling would be excessive,
and that sither the teasion is still thers today, or that it hias been purtiElly relieved by
movement of the pipeline < pulling the section of the ling in the surlin ward the shore,
That section of pipeling is bevond the observed damaged seetion close 1@ the'pair of mils
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and [ios never been seen sinee it is abways T the surl sone even s low tides inwinter and
possibly partially buried even in winter, ornow-ivsmmner; fully burded under e sand.
That is the approsimate location of the Internet photo 2 black substance Jeak, That photo
was taken afterthe sand bad built up over the summer and most of the sections ol concerm
were nnder drv sand,

Qi page 4.1-13 the Santa Barbara Building and Safety Division 15 eiven credit for free-
span caleulations that “indicate that the marine loading line is vulnersble 1o damage if the
freesspan distanice dxecds 30 feéf {9 my”, vet they do not caleulate the stresses (both
bending and tension} that vecurred when the line had a free-span of 55 feet {which was
one observation — the maximum could iiave been a lot longer). In that same letier (see
above) they denied that the line could have settled 3 feet, yet there ure phetos that verify
that the seliling was even greater. Now they.at lesst admit that the settling did occur, bul
carefully avoid mentioning any stresses that ocourred during the settling. OFf course, T
helieve those stresses and tensions ave still there n the line - locked in if | may -~ another
detail that they care not fo-explain, I the stresses are not thers today, how were they
relieved? The line was never bought back up fo its original stress-free position - it was
just buried by the sand in its stressed configuration, Itwas determined that the GUL test
conld not distinguish between tmer and duter'wall damage ~ 1 wonld guess that the GUL
test catnot determing if the Hine is under stress or tension sither, The GUL testing did not
extend past the first bend — the free-span occurred in the section from the sand BluiFio the
first bend ~ the seuling vecurred in the section between the twe bends and Fartherout to
sea — the observed 3 feet ormore settling and phatos ocurred close (o the second bend,
Dumage to the thick white plastic coniing occurred bevond the second bend, and the
ceniplete loss of the black PYC wrap and any protective coafing occurred ftom a point
roughly halfway along the first section before the first bend, alang the section between the
0w bends, and up e the start of the seetion with the (now damaged) thiick whitz plastic
couting, The first half of the first section {closest to the sand bluff) was first exposed in
Felruary 1998 und it did retain most of its black PVC wrap (thers are sven two while
PYC bands 8 fect apar) because during the storm that section was already in free-span
and the wavesand debris washed right undec it. A CSLC inspector even mentioned that
at one time there was so much free-span and air $pace below the line that he coutd swalk
under it The most Lever saw and photographed was an air space of'3 104 feet,

3) CONCERNS ABOUT CATHODIC PROTECTION OR LACK THEREQF

Thiz cothiplete loss of protective wiap and coating thar vceurred during the stoting of
February 1998 for o long section of thie pipeline in the intertidal region was a voncem that
was disnissed with the comment that the line was bsing cathodically protected, There
was further discussionand tests, and the cathotic protection systen: described - an selive
systentwas i1 use, and the applied voltage atthe pump house was protecting the entirc
line with appropriate voltages ~ as caiiclusively proven by 4 messurement at the end of
the live out in the ocemt.  [Lwas iever made clear how a voltage could be maintained if
there was a “shon circuit” directly to the wetgand o the beach duc 1o the complete lack
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of coating, wrap, or'insulation, Of course; the measured voltages atthe end of the
pipeline could bethe result-of other passive sderificial anodes placed on that section of
the'pineline - only'the detailed drawings and compaiiy records would show if any passive
anodes exist oraf any have beowmainained over the years. {had sugpesied taking's
messurement at the end of the pipeline with the applied voltage at the pumip house tirmed
aff mbinentarily ~ then the measursment shoald drop to zero, that s, unless there are
other sources such as passive anodes for the voltage. That would be o simiple prudent
check since the dravings are notavailable, But, again, the operator dismissed the idea as
being inappropriate in this case. There have been welding opermifons at the end of the
pipeline, and meybe those records would have information on and condition of any
passive anodes in that section.  Of course, if there are any passiveunodes, then
measurements along the entire pipeline would have to be made to shiow that the entire
line was being protected. There was one CP survey that shewed duls for the beach
seition of the line - the readings dropped ercatically as the buried line-erossed the beach
and tien the voliages started gotog hack up — veryunusual unless there ure otlier passive
ancdes:that are protecting the setion of lineunder (he ocean. Bven if it can be shown
that'the line i3 currently being pratected, 3 continuous record is et availahle and there
may hove beer extended periods of tine when the CPwas inadequare. Any wall titanine
wouid oceurin the seciions without coating and poer CF — the onfywall thickness
measurements were perfommed on the Hist 21 et closest o fhe Bluiland ai the GUL
collar lacations - all hefure the first bend. '

Ds7

4) CONCERNS ABOUT HYDRO-TESTING AND THE POSSIBLITY OF SMaLL
LEAKRE.

Although the entire Hie hias “pussed” several annual brydro-tests, it s oot elear if e short
duration tests conld detecta verysmall teak. T weuld suggestthat a longer test such as
the longer S-year test could be performied in comunction with the lease renewal it his
not already been performed in the last 5 years. OFcourse, a liydro-1estis a very good test
for o well mainmined and fnspected line ~ it canngt, however, indicnte anyv weaknesses in
the actual pipeline unliss o very high pressure is used, 1 there were 4 small leak {such as
close o where the Inferaet photo smudge veeirred) the rest of the Hne ivthat section 1y
be in very poor condition, fnd could break if exposed 1o scour, erosion, large debris
andfor seismic stresses. 1t conld also just rust through over time.

D&s

5) CONCERNS ABOUT INTERNET PHOTO OF BLACK SUBSTANCE LEAK

A slow leak from u small crack or hole could accumulate as o lens shaped bubble under .
the-wer sand — | iave seen wet sand even frap air bubbles, T call it a leak beeause the

visible plume, which is seen i the two successive Tntemet phaotoes, has the same poin

sotiree i the sand. Only wherl'the condifions are right will the *bubble” be released into

the sturf, and then only 1o'be seen for 2 veryshort period of time. Since the line is only

used every two weeks, | would guessthat the releases would he very infrequent and of

Ly
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short.duration = some evenat night. Arseoil on tha beseh or i thesurl s very easily
confusedwith nanue! seepitars: The beach oilsampling program and report that was
dowe in 2003 was very scientific ~taking fingerprints of both oil or tar samples from the
beach us well us from all the local sources ~ well, most of the local sources. There iz pne
pletwre in'the reporf teheu just east of the burjed pipeline crossing— unfortunately they
dlid not get o sample of the contents of that pipeline (o test. The best reason I have Teard
for tharblind spot™ was that they did not have enough money to test all sources

FINAL COMMENTS ABOUT HOW THESE CONCERNS WERE NOT
RESPONDED TO BY BOTH THE ENERGY DIVISION AND THE OPERATOR.

After wailing several years for the eperator to respond in writing to my concerns, which
they had requested-io be put together in ane leiter, | found ontthat the Encray Division
could not do anything about my concerns — their previous responses covered their
responsibitities and they could not do anything to get the operator fo respond. They did
mention this BIR process for the Lease Renewal a8 the only way to address my Goncerns
again - (hus my initial comments on the seoping document and now on fhe draft BIR.

In view of the multiple RED FLAGS and potential blind spots in the Energy Division and
the operators “inspection” programs, it seems that amy mitigating and or required
inspections be performed soorner rather than later for the seginent of the barge loading line
that 15 in the interride! and surf regions ~ preferably before the lease is either renewed or
extended for another year. There may be necessary repairs, including of course,
rewrapping ihose sections that lost their Wrap in 1998, ¥ is not good encugh to just
monitar the line after winter storms, and inspecting fr.only if exposed. In the past they
Justwail for it to be reburied and then report that it is safe. 1t is not clear what the
significaiit erivironmental impacts of repairing the section of Tine on the beach would be -
any excavation would be quickly filled by the tides. There are similar pipelines to the
west that will be repaired shordly; specifically the Hollv-to-shore lines, The GUL tesis
have so farproven of Huke use with respect to those sections, and ng smart pig fests can
be'mnde due o the two knowit bends inthe tine ~ a fiell 360 degree visual inspection by a
pipeline engineer seems 10 be in order right now, &s it was back in 1998 and requested by
the Energy Division i 2001,

Sincersly,

David K. Ssogster

Phone (805) 9680058, ¢-mail daksangstr@iuno.com
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that.

2 Aid it s not golng to be so formal, we just want

3 to give like a project update to the community.

4 THE REBORTER: Can vou folks plesase identify

5 | yourselves when you speak or ask a question, please? Thank
& YO

7 MR. SANGSTER: Suve. My name is David Sangster, I
8 live in the area.

o4 You mentiored the non-destructive testing and also
10 the monitoring of the marine line during the winter storms.

11| Usuwally, the wintsr storms occur, they find cut about the

12 exposure months later from the public. You kpow, they sesem

13 to miss being there at the right time; at the low tide, or
i 14 | whatever. It would ssem like somebthing should be done now
15 | about the marine line.
18 And I'm not sure 1f just non-destructive testing
17 | really emntails the viszual inspection that would be reguired
- 5
- 18| from & line that has been damaged and has been -- has
12| settled, and also has gone through a lot of free-spaniing
20 that has not besn brought up to its original position.
2% S0 I guess the bagsic guestion ig what kind of non-
22 | destructive testing is going to substitute inm place of a
23 | wisual inspection.
24 MR. RADIS: BActuslly, we Yeguirs both. Weire
25| reguiring both non-destructive inspection and a visual
PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATICN
3336 BRADSHAW ROAD, SUITE 240, SACRAMENTCG, CA 938177 (518 3623343
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& inspection after every storm.
2 MR. SANGSTER: Mo, but I'm talking szbout a current
3| inspection of the current condition right now, It hasn't
42 | been exposed since '98. They thought that it would be
5 | exposed every year, they were going to do inspections then,
61 ut it hasn't been expossd. When you're walting for the
7 big, big storm that would re-expose 1t, and you're asking
8 for & catéstrophe because that line iz now damaged. It was

-3 8| damaged in 98, But it ssemg like before the lease renewsal
10| takes place, vou should have a visusl dinspection. You know,
11 repair the damage, rewrap the gections that have lost their
12 | wrap, vou know, replace sections that might be replacing,
13 | but mot put it off unkil, vou kuow, possibly the next time
14 itts exposed. '
15 MR. REDIS: Bo dig it up, you mean and --
16 ME. BANGETER:» A visusl inspsction, ves; you dig
171 it down and look at ib 380 degrees.

e MR. HADIS: Okay.
19 MR. BANGETER: You know, test the metal, pot just
201 with the biologist looking at it.
EXR ME. RADIS: Right.
22 MR, GREIG: Yeal, the non-dsstructive testing that
23 | we'ire contemplating would be from the inside out and would
24 look at the integrity of the pipeline and identify anomaliss
28 of the line.
PETERE SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION
TG BRADIHAW ROAL, SUITE 200, SACRANENTO,CA 93BT (016} B6Z-2543
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1| they finally admit that it did settle like three feet back
=7 2 in that storm. They say that it occurred from '96 to 198,

31 but my pictures show that it occurved pretty much in

4 | Febriuary of 188,

5 So I'm concerned about the stresses related to the
& sagging and the free spap. &nd 1n 2003, and listed in

7| there, they did a stress analysis of I think it save the

8| entire line. I have the report. They stopped the stress

9| amalysis at the bluff. They did not do any stress analysis
10 for the ssction in the sand, or the intertidal soue, or

11| beyond. They did pretty much up to the edge of the bluff.
12 Tha only reason that I could get from them is that
13| they didn't have the mopey bto do the rest of the analveis

14| and, possibly, they don't have any data. They were locking
15| for zome of the drawings for that plece of pipeline back in
16 "28, and when the county asked them to do a visual test,

17 they determined that, well, since we've doing 4 visual test,
18| we won't have to find the drawings.

18 But they then substituted; instead of a vigual

20 test, substituted the gull test, which in 2002 apd 2003

21 ] still did not even cover that section of pipeline.

22 5o we have essentially a blind spot thst's bsen

23 | demaged, there's pictures, there's beeéen lstters from the

24 | county, representing that there is damsge. You know, it has

25 | wnot been visually inspected and can't be inspected from

PETER3 SHORTHAND REPCRTING CORPORATION
3356 BRADSHAW ROAD, SUITE 240, SACRAMENTOG, CA 958277 (916) 3627345
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 15: DAVID K. SANGSTER

DS-1

DS-2

DS-3

DS-4

DS-5

DS-6

The Guided Ultrasonic Wave (GUL) tests were not conducted on the
portions of the pipeline that extend from the sand out to sea. This was
due to the inaccessibility of these areas due to the waves and water
impacts. This is discussed in the hazardous materials section HM-6
impacts. The Mitigation Measure HM-6a has been expanded to ensure
GUL testing of the pipeline as far into the intertidal as practical at a
minimum of every 3 years.

The free span issue is noted in Section 4.2, Table 42-3. Text
expanding the discussion has been added to the hazardous materials
section and are included on pages 4-13 through 4-15 of this document.
Based on letters from the County of Santa Barbara, which are
summarized on page 4-15, there is no indication that the pipeline is
operating in an unsafe manner. A detailed close interval survey of the
cathodic protection system was conducted in 2002 and indicated no
issues. Pipeline pressure tests have indicated that the integrity of the
pipeline is intact and that no leaks have occurred, as they would have
shown up in the subsequent pressure test.

The California Geological Survey (CGS) has not mapped offshore
areas under the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, and we concur that
more offshore areas should be mapped. With respect to the DEIR
analysis, the closest onshore seismic guidance was used to complete
the analysis of the EMT pipeline and associated facilities.

Text has been added to HM-6a to address beach debris and its
potential impacts on the pipeline (see page 4-23).

Please see the response to Comment DS-4.

The mitigation measure HM-6a addresses inspections of the pipeline
during and after storms and the need to repair the pipe wrap if the pipe
is exposed. Santa Barbara County’s Building and Safety and Planning
staffs have each indicated that they feel the stress issues created by
past unsupported spans do not compromise the pipeline integrity.
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DS-7

DS-8

DS-9

T-1

T-3

T-7

May 2007

Mitigation Measure HM-6b has been added to address conducting
close interval cathodic protection survey on a regular basis (see page
4-23).

The California State Fire Marshal (CSFM) and the CSLC consider a 4
hour test at 125% of the maximum allowable operating pressure for 4
hours to be sufficient protection. Even a very slow leak would be
increased by increasing the pressure by this extent. It would actually
compromise the integrity of the pipeline to conduct a pressure test
significantly above the MAOP.

Based on letters from the County of Santa Barbara, there is no
indication that the pipeline is operating in an unsafe manner. A detailed
close interval survey of the cathodic protection system was conducted
in 2002 and indicated no issues. Pipeline pressure tests have indicated
that the integrity of the pipeline is intact and that no leaks have
occurred, as they would have shown up in the subsequent pressure
test.

Mitigation Measure HM-6b indicates that the pipeline should be
inspected during and after each storm and the results of these
inspections reported to the County and the CSLC.

The County indicates that there is no indication that the past free spans
have compromised the pipeline’s integrity.

HM-6a and HM-6b indicate that GUL testing should be conducted on a
regular basis as far into the intertidal zone as possible to ensure that
pipeline corrosion does not compromise the integrity of the pipeline.

Please see the response to Comment T-2.
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